Introduction
It is over twenty years since David Evans (1993) explored the concept of 'sexual citizenship' in his book of the same name. 1 Since then, the concept has gained a certain currency in Anglophone circles. The term 'sexual citizenship' served to reframe some of the discussion of sexuality and social justice, building on other paradigms such as 'sexual liberation', 'sexual politics', 'sexuality and human rights', 'sexual rights', 'sexual justice' or 'freedom from discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation/ sexual preference'. 2 Needless to say, these different paradigms do not necessarily supplant each other. Rather, they exist in parallel and each may be deployed in different political, social, cultural, strategic and discursive contexts.
David Bell and Jon Binnie have done much to refine the notion of sexual citizenship.
In their book, The Sexual Citizen, they focus on 'the role of the market, the city as a site of citizenship, the place of notions of love, family and the social, [and] the globalization of sexual identities and politics ' (2000: 1) . It would be easy to assume that 'sexual citizenship' largely refers to minoritized, marginalized or alternative sexualities. Bell and Binnie remind us, though, that we are all 'sexual citizens', but we are not all 'equal sexual citizens ' (2000: 142) . The same discourses which marginalise non-heterosexual, non-procreative and non-normative sexualities place heterosexuals in a position of privilege. Another way of expressing this is the concept of heteronormativity, 'which focuses on the structures and beliefs that maintain assumptions that heterosexual relations are normal and that homosexuality is deviant'
[emphasis in original] (Altman, 2013: 37) . 3 Diane Richardson has refined the concepts of sexual rights and sexual citizenship, suggesting that we could do well to focus on claims associated with practices, identities and relationships. The term 'practices' refers to the right to engage in particular sexual behaviours (for example, with a partner of the opposite sex).
'Identities' refers to the right to espouse a particular identity or lifestyle in the public sphere (notwithstanding poststructuralist critiques of the notion of 'identity').
'Relationships' refers to the kinds of partnerships, familial relationships or other kinds of relationships recognised (or not) by society and the legal system (including, for example, same-sex partnerships, gay, lesbian and transgender parenting and adoption, gay, lesbian and transgender access to new reproductive technologies, and so on) (2000: 105-135).
Provincializing Sexual Citizenship
The term 'sexual citizenship' was largely developed in the Anglophone capitalist liberal democracies of the United Kingdom, the USA, Canada, Australia and New
Zealand. The concept is thus inflected by broader understandings of politics in these places. As I argue below, we need to consider whether this term can be transplanted into places with different political and economic systems, welfare systems, social structures and distinctive cultural understandings of sexuality and citizenship.
Before moving beyond the Anglophone sphere, however, it is also necessary to recognize the specificities of each of the abovementioned Anglophone systems. For this purpose, a brief mention of recent campaigns on 'equal marriage' is instructive.
The discourse of rights is strongest in the US, with its Constitutional Bill of Rights.
Activists for equal marriage in the US have been successful in using the Constitution to extend some rights to same-sex partnerships or marriages, and the US Supreme
Court on 27 June 2015 ruled that it was un-Constitutional to deny marriage to samesex couples. This was both aided and constrained by the Federal system, with different outcomes in each of the states where marriage rights were contested before the Supreme Court decision. 4 The need to argue for 'equal marriage' has also been shaped by the specificities of, for example, the provision of medical benefits in the US. Without a universal medical insurance scheme, until recently, individuals were reliant on private medical insurance or employer contributions to insurance schemes.
If such schemes were applicable to spouses and family members, then this could be an an incentive to enter into a recognised partnership or marriage. Failures to extend medical insurance and other benefits to those outside the heterosexual marriage system have real material effects on individuals (Richardson, 2000: 127; Treat, 2013: 265-281 (Cadwallader and Riggs 2012: unpaginated; Pendleton and Serisier 2012: unpaginated) .
Sexual Citizenship beyond the Anglosphere
The situation is more complex when we move outside the Anglosphere and outside the Euro-American centres, where there are distinctive political systems, social systems, understandings of rights and citizenship, understandings of the place of sexuality in culture and society, and different taxonomies of sex, gender and sexualities (Benedicto, 2014; Boelstorff, 2005; Chalmers, 2002; Jackson, 1997: 166-190; Jackson, 2011; Mackie and McLelland, 2014: 1-17; Manalansan, 1994: 73-90; Martin et al., 2008; McLelland, 2005; Morris, 1994: 15-43; Offord, 2013: 335-349; Yue and Zubillaga-Pow, 2012) . In this collection of articles, we consider the current state and future prospects of the concept of 'sexual citizenship' in the AsiaPacific region. Our case studies are from South Asia, East Asia, South East Asia and Australasia.
The concept of citizenship has the narrow meaning of a legal status involving nationality, the right to vote, the right to stand for public office, and concomitant duties. In its broader sense, citizenship refers to legitimacy to participate in politics, the ability to contribute to debate in the public sphere, and a sense of national belonging. Citizenship, in its narrow and its broad senses, is shaped by age, gender, class, caste, ethnicity, racialised positioning, indigeneity, religion, ability/disability and sexuality (Mackie, 2002: 245-257 (Mackie and Tanji 2015: 60-73) .
In liberal democracies, there is a particular view of the relationship between individual and state, where voting and standing for office are seen as the quintessential ways of exercising citizenship. This, in turn, shapes understandings of the place of sexuality in discourses of citizenship. Many countries historically prevented women from voting or standing for public office, or failed to extend the franchise to slaves, indigenous peoples, colonial subjects or other subordinated groups. Sexual orientation was rarely explicitly mentioned in terms of qualifications for voting or standing for public office. Nevertheless, the legitimacy of those of nonnormative sexual orientation could be affected by laws which criminalized nonprocreative sexual behaviour. 9 Where non-normative sexualities are stigmatized, this also affects an individual's legitimacy as an actor in the public sphere. It is only relatively recently that openly gay, lesbian or transgender individuals have been elected to public office. New Zealand had one of the first ever openly transgender members of Parliament; Australia has a few openly gay and lesbian members of national and state parliaments and local governments, including an openly lesbian former Cabinet minister. Japan has had a few openly gay, lesbian or transgender members of parliament or local government assemblies, while India has had some hijra members of local assemblies (Beyer and Casey, 1999; Mackie, 2001: 185-192; Baird, 2004: 67-84; McLelland and Suganuma, 2009: 329-343) .
Not all of the countries of the Asia-Pacific region, however, are liberal democracies.
There In many places, political mobilisation around sexuality starts with movements to overturn laws concerning sexual behaviour. Several former British colonies inherited laws which made sodomy a crime. Such laws have now been overturned in Australia and New Zealand, but still exist in India, Singapore and Malaysia. In Malaysia, the anti-sodomy law has been used to discredit opposition politician Anwar Ibrahim, but is otherwise rarely deployed (Sanders 2015: 127-149 ). Singapore's High Court recently ruled against a suit seeking to prove that the anti-sodomy law was unconstitutional (Reuters 2014: unpaginated) . In India, the anti-sodomy law was overturned and then reinstated. In some places, like China and Vietnam, laws and policies concerning so-called 'social evils' have been used against those who do not conform to expectations of heteronormativity (Newton 2015: 255-267) . In China, until 1997, laws on 'hooliganism' were used against sexual minorities (Kam 2015: 83) . Japan has no prohibition of non-heterosexual sexual practices, but also has no national legislation prohibiting discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation (although there is some case law on the topic). Taiwan has specific laws prohibiting discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation in employment and education (Sanders 2015: 127) . Even in places where there are no laws concerning sexual behaviour, however, the nuclear family centred on the heteronormative couple is privileged in various ways in the law, social policy, welfare policy and social institutions. The family is also intimately concerned with discourses of nationalism (Mackie 2009: 139-163) .
No country in the Asian region has recognised same-sex partnerships or marriages at national level. In several jurisdictions, however, it is now possible for someone diagnosed with gender identity disorder to undergo gender reassignment, to change their gender on offical documents, and to marry someone of the opposite sex to their new identity. In Japan, a transgendered father who has undergone gender reassignment and married is now able to be recognised as the father of a child born to his wife through artificial insemination by donor. Such recognition, however, depends on conformity to mainstream gender norms and heteronormative family forms (cf: Although issues concerning citizenship in general, and sexual citizenship in particular, are necessarily played out with reference to the government of a specific nation-state, there are also transnational dimensions to these discussions (Mackie and Pendleton, 2010; Pendleton, 2015: 21-34 
Glocalizing Sexual Citizenship
The case studies in this special issue place the discussion of sexual citizenship in the dynamic interplay between the local, the regional and the global. That is, configurations of sexuality and citizenship in the United Kingdom, North America, New Zealand or Australia are just as contingent and locally specific as they are in Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, India or Japan (Mackie and McLelland, 2015: 3).
Questions of acceptable and unacceptable sexual identities are intimately connected with discourses of nationalism, for the heteronormative nuclear family is often seen as the very basis of the nation (Mosse, 1985; Parker et al., 1992) . Recently, however, expressing support for sexual diversity has been seen as a marker which can distinguish between more and less progressive societies. Tanja Dreher, in her essay in this issue on 'The "Uncanny Doubles" of Queer Politics: Sexual Citizenship in the Era of Same-sex Marriage Victories' explores recent challenges for sexual citizenship campaigns. Dreher refers to Jasbir Puar's argument that the 'woman question' is currently being supplemented or supplanted by the 'gay question' as a marker of a nation's modernity, democracy and 'civilisation'. Puar has coined the term 'homonationalism' to refer to this phenomenon (Puar, 2007; Puar, 2013: 336-339 Hence these children and young people are in danger of being charged with the offense of manufacturing and disseminating child pornography. Despite research into these fandoms that indicates that they are of positive benefit to young people in developing 'sexual literacies', there is increasingly diminishing space for young people under the age of 18 to imagine or communicate about sexuality, even in the context of purely fictional scenarios.
Conclusion: Rethinking Sexual Citizenship
Taken together, these case studies attest to the diverse configurations of sexuality, citizenship and sexual citizenship in the Asia-Pacific region, reminding us that legal issues are only a small part of what constitutes sexual citizenship. The articles here focus on rights to sexual expression, the possibility of proclaiming and celebrating non-normative sexualities in the public sphere, the affirmation of nationalism through dividing the population into those who practise 'good' or 'bad' forms of sexual citizenship, and the paradoxical affirmation of nationalism through criticism of the supposedly less 'enlightened' sexual regimes of other countries, cultures, religions or ethnicities. The term 'sexual citizenship' brings together two terms which are contested in their meanings and connotations. The idea that there is a separate sphere of life known as 'sexuality' or the 'sexual' is relatively modern and culturally specific (Foucault, 1978: 152-3; Mackie and McLelland, 2015: 5) . The term 'citizenship' has different meanings, connotations and material effects depending on the political system in which it is embedded. Any attempt to apply the concept of 'sexual citzenship' beyond the economically advanced Anglophone capitalist liberal democracies must take this diversity into account. The articles in this special issue discuss the local specificities of sexuality, citizenship and sexual citizenship in selected sites in the Asia-Pacific region. They not only expand on what sexual citizenship might mean in these places; they also invite us to reflect back on the specificities of sexual citizenship in the Anglophone capitalist liberal democracies.
